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~ well Mo¢umented. A rev1ew of the- llterature on’ s001al b
: - - 1 . A P " ’ )
. . * human interation 1S-pr1marlly based upon three interr
‘ SN <4 : '
asSociation, affection, 'and consensus (Black & Bengtson

Ydlng Shows thatj9dy

lated"elemenxs:

]

Note 1;homansp

..

. - b, ~ “

,ngsd{Jmertbdi 1957 Nisbet~ 1970) Based upon th1s prejise Bengtson,

\ ,
Olander and Haddad_11976) postulated that if the ?amlly can| be v1ewed _as, a

(
!

L - prototype of all small groups, and’ 1f consern'sus, ﬁfﬂeotlon and ass001at10n

n\‘
are un1versa1 1ndexes to group bondlng or solldérlty, it tands to reason
- ; . . . i \ . .
that these measures would aét as a- sﬂmllar 1nde} of 1ntengenera icnal or - !

. .lln age solldarlty (p. 2“7). This.conceptualiZation is of significance to

. reseanohers and praotltioners alike because’ 0f thei.recognized relationship

-

between family cohesiveness and_kinShip'function, i:e., the positive
associationbbetWeen‘family bonds and‘ertent of emotional and physical(
support a¥ailable through the.kinship éroup.
- Using the trigonal'ooncept of‘internersonal bonds Bengtson and
ass001ates (1976) developed a theoretloal model for the measurement of'
'1ntergeneratlonal solldar1ty. Ax1omat10 to the theory is that any varlableb

that oontrlbutes to an 1norease in any one of the three dimensions of the

1

solidarity oonstruot,.contrlbutes correspondlngly to 1ntergenerational
e ’ ' -

‘

s, solidarity as a whole." Predictor variables basic to the model include ’

-
[

residentialfbroximity, helping behdvior, American birth, acceptance of

~<hanged norms for the elderly, and exper1enoes on shared across generatlonal
llnes (Bengtson et al., 1976, p.257) Secondary var1ables or var1ableS'
. ' .

'pos1ted as modlfylng the effeotsl\of the pr1mar5b var1ab1es lnc]ude

.dependency neg?s of the. elderly, communloatlon letters, telephonet'filial_ >

responsf@lllty, and type of sex llnkage * In general thé'prepositions posit

A,

K - that famlly solldarlty will be greater where there 1s close prox1m1ty to.

’

\ - ‘ ’ - 4

:..l . ll.“ TN . ! . ..- .'lA
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‘¥1n, frequent helping,xAmerioan_birth, aooeptanoe of changes assooiated withﬁ

< ; ‘ .

§1ng, and a m1n1mum of social-" d1spar1ty between llneage k1n. These*

0y
¢

ef}eots however may be varlously mod1f1ed by the health or other needs of :
'\\ \ . v . . v

T _‘the elderly, indireot oohtaots, feelings of kin.responsibility to'the older

generatlon .and the sex of younger and older kin, .In. sum, dependency needs

ke /
/

and res1dent1al prox1m1ty modlfy helplng behav1or' sex lfhkage mod1f1es,the ' :\\
oA : \ - : P &

-~
effeot o\(res1dent1al prox1m1ty on helplnb behav1or *and flllal

. TR S

respons1b1r1ty medlates the effeots of re51dent1al prox1m1t on family L

o solldanlty -and of res1dential proxim@ty on helping behaVio;

. 'Bengtson_and associates (1976)'have proposed the theoretioal oonstruotf
I o

1ntergeneratlonal solldar1ty and its propos1tlonsforoons1stent further ..

researoh in the exam1natlon of 1ntergeneratlonal solldarlty.' The: present
1 R

‘study’ was an exploratory effort to examine the theoretlcal model as proposed
. N A /\

by Bengtsgn et al w1th regard to 1ts overall predlatlve‘power in a rural

: trans1tlonal area More spe01f10ally, it.was the purpose of the study t?

_lexaM1ne the overall as well as the relat1ve 1mportanoe of the model's

hY
‘ . . N
oomponent:X1n the predlotlon of parent -child solldarlty among an older\ ;
) . s .
4
. populatlon‘llv1ng in an 1ndustr1al area of rural to urban transition.

n
) . o . t

7 - . PROCEDURES )
s - - Sampling and Measirement ’
4 : : & . .
NP This study was a secondary analys1s of data oolleoteg on- 321 adults .
A N ’ A "
: aged 65 to 96 years\Q1v1ng in a rural trans1tlonal area im the southeastern ' vf

.
PR - .
A %

'United States. ‘The county of looatlon has undergone trans1tlon from an

. - X 1
-

4,agr10ulturally based eoonomy to an industrial’ one, center%S on textlle

‘.

produotlon w1th1n the past three generatlons. SubJectsf—Bré/seleeteq u51ng_ -
- an area clustering sampling strategy with’stratifioationvfor the inclusion o
. - s . : ‘ - < o Wl

- ) . s N ’
N : C

’_
oY
LY




_?féruralfandhurba%,areas., Everyone'6 years or oﬁder llVlnb W1th1n a
)

¥ ’
dad N « A

A ‘. ' - : hd

"selected area was»&nterv1ewed The response rate was 82% Y

h

The data we.‘ oolleoted by trained 1nterv‘1ewers who adm1n1stered a 1417 _

B . Ny A “

'"1tem questionnaire to the respondents 1n their homes. he questionnaire was

'

. 3/ . ® R ‘J_\.

designed to proV1de 1nformation on a range of variables theoretically llnkedv'

- -

. to family solidarity for eaoh'Of seven categoriesfof kin Othen descriptive

) . . N N i

1nformation was 1noluded as was neoessary to . the 1nterpretation of the maJor

. P . o

var1ables of 1nterest iny persons with' one or more ohildren were used in
4

Sy

the present analys1s (N = 276)u

*

- Th@ mean. age for older parents was T4, 2 years and. they had a mean -

Y

,eduoational level of 9. u (s.d 3 5) Approx1mately 38% of the subJects'

. .
o

were males and 62% were females.« White adults oomposed 9u% of the samplef

NS AT ¢

)

o w1th the remaining 6% being black. The majority&of both men and\women.(61%)

'age was uu u years. The med1an annual 1noome £,

4 . - LY
- o . B

.were married Approx1mately 49%'of the children of foous'were sons, and 5?$3

K A R . %
. P o

’;were daughters. T e age range of ohildren was from 21rto 75 - and ‘their mean

d T o .© o5 {é t
older parents was

. > ‘e D

$u 260 OOVWNApprox1matery 90% of daughters we'e'employed Jobs were
P % . . .
}ypically classifmed as .craftsman in type,and corresponded

® y R Kl L L

'?oharaeteristipally"to ld@al industries. - - : _ ‘ ‘

¢ - 0 l'.'-;"’/.-(. C N
Infdrmation on the questionnaire ineluded general demographio data;

2 -
E N 4

. e . - r

roles, and interaction with kin; hélping pattérns‘with kin and expeotatfons
- ' ' . ‘ . tw

for.kinvassistanoe. In. dépth, 1nform§tion on kin Was repr%sented by

! P

information on the relative'with whom there.waS'the most contact in each

category of kin, For purposes of the present analys1s only i formation

"‘«

"I

v N

‘marital h1story, information on health; retirement. income, morale, socia&-

f""
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‘The\dependent meaSure famlly solldarlty\ wgs a oomposite of three -
o : v ‘ .

. S, r\. "‘0 ot . . .
measures: fwequency offass001atlon (ass001atlonal solldarlty) extent to which
. E ‘

4

the respondent percelved gettlng along w1th the ohlld and emotlonal

. L

-oloseness to the ohlld (affectloﬁal solldanuty);,and the extent oT parent—;‘
. 1 A) .

Chlld agreement (oonsensus solldar1ty) (Black & Bengtson Note l)'

S e
Frequency of ass901atlon was measured by how often parents engag\d in

w

t1e aot1v1t1esvy1;h the ohlld : Aot1v1t1es 1noluded oommer01al home, and -

\."'-. \ . | , ‘(-

- outdoor reCreatlpn‘ v1s1ts, vacatlons famlly reun;ons emergencies; working

\
' v .

ftogether; baBy-sittidvf holldayS' ohurch' and‘shopping.' Responses‘for each
. ..a . ~. v.",\' a
1tem were coded., aooording to the frequenoy ofethe aot1v1ty (1)“never;'(2)‘

r . , . '

°

"_less than onoe a year!\(3) once a year‘ (N) several t1mes a year {5) once a
2 ' - , V - ! ‘
'month (Q) several times a, month' (7) once ,a week (8)" several times a week,

.;. 'and-(9),daily" The extent to whloh pﬁrents and thldren get along was

measured by responses on a five polnt leert ‘scale to the questlon VHow
!l° J‘ . - .

v - o, A\

well would you say that you get along Wwith (name of ch11d)°" Similarly,
'oloseness was determined by responses to the questlon "How olose would you

say that you feel to (name of ch11d)°' In order to' assess oonsensus“

' respondents were shown a pioture of a ladder Wwith ten rungs, assigned 0- 9.

Théy were told "Looklng at this ploture of a ladder suppose that the top of

N o4 ~

i the ladder represents total agreement of views about llfe and the bottom
-(epresen S total disagreement " Where on the ladder do you feel that (name
?- F \. : o
of ohll ) and you stand at the present t1me9" (Cantrll 1965). 'Soores for
R ach of the measures of assoclatlon, affeotlon and consemSus were
standard12ed and summed in order to form a compos1te score of’ solldarlty
Cronbaoh's alpha of rellablllty for’ the measure was .95
rot The,independent:yariables,consisted*of.eight measures. Abceptance of
changed norms_forﬁthe'elderly was operatlonallzed through the use of the
< : \,.v“l". . < :-'." ) o ‘ . “
. i ! t
“ . , _'
. L3 % . ~:
b R u ¢




. 3 o, . . ) _ - ‘

. ‘ . ) - ‘ “‘. . vj . \
N . . < oo " N R .

+ . 4

reVised 17 1tem Philadelphla Geriatric Center: Morale Scale (Lawton 1975) . ~

. -
A Y

Internal cons1stency of the measure as determined by Cronbach‘s alpha in the

>

) .present study was .83. Poss1ble score range was from 17 to 34, Dependency_.
‘\;‘ . . .

SN needs of the.elderly was operationalized through a measure of self-rated

. : N ; ’
: \\\mealth ' Respondents ‘were shown a-picﬂure of'a ladder’containing rungs

. e
L

\ S C

numbered fnom 0-9: . They were told "Shppose that the top of the ladder

“ t
represents perfect health and the bottom represents the most serious-
>_-, .

1llness Where on the ladder would you say your health is, at the present

\ ..

time?". Educational d1spar1ty was defined as experiences not -shared acros&

generational lines and was a measure of educational differences between
"J.' . !

.parent and child (Child's educational level minus that of the: parent's)
N R » .

. Y4
Mutual help (helping behavnm? was‘determined,by a composite'of help

o received and help given Each scale 1n 1ts orlginal form , consisted of 11L'

M

helping behaV1ors that 1ncluded hglp w1th transportation minor.household:

T repairs, housekeeping, shopping yardwork ‘car care, 1llness, 1mportant

E dec1s1ons 1egal aid financial-aid _+and other help specified by -the

L.

~ respondents The subJects wefe asked how often the child helped w1th the
R ' .above activities and how often they haq\helped the child w1thin the past‘
SR year. The same frequeniglof responSe schedule was used -as, was employed'with'
' v
the ass001ational measure. A factor analys1s of the scale show%d that 1t

. : could be reduced to"a three factor 12 item scale. 'Tﬁe first\factor, a

« Y

measure. of help received, consisted bf-seven items with factor‘loadings

. .’ranging from,.51 to .79. The second factor cons1st1ng of three 1tems was a

measure of help given (transportation and finan01al) and had {factor loadings

rangIng from .54 to 75 v The third‘factor also. dealt with help given
: /

(domestlc)twith loadings ogg 58 and’ 84 ' Internal consistency for the measure.

- -

82 Poss1ble score range was: from 12 to 108.
N .

v ’ |4
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LY . .
%he respon ents were qske

,k . . . T . B
. ~ i
- - 5,_( . : . R R ’-

- X : -

Prox1m1ty to ‘the ch11d (res1dent1al prop1nqu1ty) was a’ measure of how

» close the ohgld lived to the parent ' in.the some household 10 minutes away

El

;than a day away, and one’ day or more away, codedvl throughv6, respectively.

R o el e . N b
A . . ; .
. ) . . S ]
Commun10at1on ‘letters and telephone was a compos1te score of the frequency

“with which the"h1ld telephoned and wrote to the parent The scoring sCheme

~

followed tpat used for the as3001at1onal and-help1ng measures. _ Possible,

Iy

score range  was from 2. = 18 F1l1al respons1b1l1t was measured through
responses XA\?

) four spenar1os dep1ot1ng hypothet1oal s1tuat1ons of older

’

persons who Wedddd financia help, aid.durlng illness, or who were lonely.

to indlcate the‘degree'of responsibillty that
they felt children’ should assume 1n help1ng these older. parents, - yp of sex

l1nkag was establ1shed through eross parent -child sex oomb1nat1ons
\

-. father daughter father-son mother—daughter .motherqson

The varlable Amer1oan b1rth as proposed in the oonoeptual model was-

: v ! .
dropped beoause of the pauo1ty<of adults,of fore1gn b1rth in the popjhat1on.

3

RN . N : .';jf;Analyses-
. & T -

uPearson&product—momenq correlations were performed on all bontinuous

‘var1ables in the. model in order to determ1ne (1) un1var1ate relatlonsh1ps

a

‘with the dependent measure solldarlty, and (2) relationships»between

- P

e

used to examlne the relat1ve 1mportanoe of the -eight 1ndependent var1ables

‘ .

to fam1ly solldan1ty The pred1ctor variables were entered~1nto th&

eduatlon in- the order of the amount of variance that they could expla1n in,

x

the~dependent-measure, fam1ly sol1dar1ty. Unorderedjthey included;

1ndependent varLables (multicollinearity) Stepw1se mult1ple regress1on was

“or less 11—30 minutes away, 31-60. m1nutes away, over 60 m1nutes to leSS'

-¥

c

sex—linkage,'eduationaltd1spar1ty,_dependency needs;'commun;cation: letters:* -

"and.telephone; filial/responsibility; geographical proximity} attitudes

. %

’



4 .

toward own agingt and"mutual helpi Three dumhyxvariables were created for

‘.

. . |
l the sex- linkage factor w1th the mother daughter;link serv1ng as the

\ referent Standardized beta coeffloients were used to determine the 5
- <4 - . '

1mportanoe of a prediotive variable relatlve to other prediotors ih tﬂe
- . s - . . ~ . M , 4
‘ model. - o _ P . . 7 y
. . RESULTS R ' '
. . ' . - c. . . .
3 . Zeto-order:correlations' between the three dimensions of the sotidarity

variable showed rlafyonships between the, affection and consensus components
- . \ . N N
\ oonly r = (264 p < :001: No significant relationship was found between

. . B . L Y ]
" association ,and affection or association ahd consensus,
. TS
\

Table*1 presents -the ranges, means, and standarP dgaehations of the
< continuous,variables used in the analysis, @ The data show '.moderate to low
. 1. ‘ .

levels of mutual help between parents an children, Cu#sory observations of

percentages indicated that older parents were more,likely to receive’/elpl
. ' ‘ ~
.. than to give help. Approx1mately 60% 1ndicat d that their ohild had helped//’

) B ’

them during . the past year w1tg>transportation

\ \
MB% had received ass1stance_

"

“during 1llness, 42% hack receiwed help With shopping,,and 32% received
assistanpe-with housekeeping.’:Other‘assistance'was minimal: In contrast,

25% of the paregts“reported providing‘transportation for'.children during-The

. : , Y
past year, 17% had assisted the child during illness and assisted with

shopping, and 11%. had helped with housekeeping. Help beyond the four
oategories mentioned was minimal Assistance given or received was usually

ocoasional.l'The results of a t test showed that older parents receiving
’ - | . : oy T '
. higher levels,bf assistance gave more assistance, L= 2.70'(2UU)'R < .01,
oo N . ras
Data in Table - -1 suggest that parents' attitudes toward their own aging

-
o <y

" were more‘pos1t1ve than.negative and that older adults generally felt that/
children had some responsibility to'them in' health, finaﬁ%ial and/or
. ) . .

emotional crisis, Dependency needs as v1ewed through peroeived health

,
P

s T
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- -

AN K X 'a

A8

~

‘appeared to be relatively lowyandvedhoational.d;hferences suggested ‘little
. . e P o - g .

'

- I

-~

’ ' N
through the observation that the majority of referent children, 89%, 1lived
. o ; .

L

chidld, Approx1mate1y H3L of the parents nevér received mail from the ohild a -

A s

within 60 minutes of older parents, oonsequently suggesting m1n1ma1 levels

-

of s001a1 mobilityQas projected through geographio prop1nqu1ty Table 1
suggests moderate 1eve1s of telephoning and letter wr1t1ng between the two

5enerations A breakout of .these data showed that approx1mate1y 52p of \he

parents rebeived a telephone call from the ohild of focus several or more

[
. -

times a week and 51% received a 1etter several or more times a year from thq

4 {

pMoubable consequenoe of close geographieal proximity.

'telephoning and writing,

-

. [Table 1 about here] s .o

. v T .' . B ‘. . .
Table 2 shows that all continuous independent variables had a univariate
relationship with-the dependent variable, family'solidarity. A moderate

amount of multicollinearity was observed'between the exogenous va[iablés.

. N . N
The matrix shows mutual help to be most frequently rélated to other

variables . Zero order oorrelations were observed w1th parents'attitudes

\
toward the1r oWn - aging, dependency needs, geographioal proximity,

v

: ysocial disparity between'generations. This latter finding‘was reinforced'_

o

communication, and filial responsibiiity. Mutual helpinb was ‘more 11ke1y to |

/

occur when parents! att1tudes toward aging were negative, when their health
. . J
was poor,»when the child of most'contact was nearby, when there was more

. ! ’ L

nd when filial expectations were high.

Geographical pr ximity'wasscorrelatediwdth'three of the seven
: | X1 [

independent variables: eduoational d1spar1ty, mutual he1p (prev1ously

.'described)' and filial respons1b111ty. Close geographical prox1m1ty to a

ohild was associated with few parent -child eduoational differences and lower

'filial expeotationsa In addition attitudes toward agin&‘was positiwvely

1 . ;



- v . ' .
. . - 5 - . -
- “ P . B - v
IR . ) R

correlated with health, i.e., positive attitudes incréased with good health.
_ l . N . ‘ . v . N
oo ‘ [Table 2, about here] s .
. . ¢ ’ i / : ' * ’ ’ :

: Table 3 presents the rebress1on analysis predioting family solidarity. J

The results show that the 1ndependent variables explained 32% of v they
. . 2 o

variance- in family cohesiveness, R = ST (R2 = .32) p < 001 Comparison of-

4

the. regression ooeffioients 1npioates that mutual help was the strongest
!l .
prediotor of family solidarity (aocounting for 59%fof the exp1a1ned
v"-

varianoe), followed in 1mportahoe by attitudés’toward own aging (19%)‘

5eographioal prox1m1ty (11%) filial" respons1b111ty (7%% and eduoationai

. . s

d1spar1ty_(3%). Dependenoy needs, sex-linkage, and communioation were"of no

. a : b

- C e . <
. relative prediotive importanoe. Based upon Table 2, dependency needs.. !
¢appeared to be suppressed 1n the regress1on analys1s through 1ts relation to,

N ‘s
. 2nutual help, and oommunioation accounted for no unique var1ance ‘beyond that \L/

»

. explained by mutual help. - < o s

- . N . -
-

In 'sum, the resuits of the regression analysis_showed thatfﬁiye of the
. . : : : . x
: . , . o : p e ¢
) eight independent varia@ies were predictive of . family solidarity-scores,

The findings indicate that the extent ta whioh older. parents and children‘ ' t

' exohange help are hetter predictors of family cohes1venjss than other -
< physical, s001a1 and ‘psychological faotors investigated.. Older patents who
- ; : repbrt higher levels of mutual help;lhho haveimore positivevattitddesttonard
? .f their an aging; nho are more likely ty”envisf%h.ohildren'as Feasonably
responsible‘to them in’illness. fihanoialbddress and‘loneliness; and,adults‘

8 ’ -

who have educational*baokgrounds similar to-.those of their-offspr}ng'ﬁefleot

'higher family - solidarity than others. ’ # ' \ T /

A‘m«‘ .

e . . [Table 3 about here]
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//// ) N Lo ..,"' Dlscus51on and Summary - - .
T ' Results of thlS spudy supbort ponoeptuallzatlons of Bengtson et al.
. . o o
N

(1976) that famll solldarlty. as me sured through as5001atlon consensus
y K./

-

o

and affectlon ‘can be predlcted by a number of phys1cal -social; and. .

'psyohologlcal varlables. Th@tdata ver1fy the pr1mary‘1mportance of ’

™

v -
res1dent1a1 pr0p1nqu1ty, h&{\lng behav1on.,and acceptanog of~changed norms -

._for the e1der1y as 5?310 to the theory of Intergeneratlonal solldarlty. AiL
' of the factors prev1ous1y 1dent1f1ed by Benbtson-et.al however do not
. - R . .
- 'f"explaln a 51gn1f10ant amount of dlfferencg 1n solldarlty between genenatlons f
fwhen the effects of . all factors are'consldered Whlle famlly solldarlty 1s
: 7 o
;1nf1uenced by the amoqnt of, help excHanged betweennparent and ch11d’ olger 4f‘
» ﬁﬁ.‘.parents' at&ltudes toward the1r own aglng, geographlcal nearness‘to.a‘cht}d

N

LN P : RS
Tlllal‘expeotitlons fOr assistanoe and social parity.bet gen generatlonS'

< : , . .» . ) -

N ': .sex of the child; ﬂependency needs of the parent_'%nd e&tent of wn1t1‘g and’
. telephonlng are of no relatlve pred1ct1ve 1mportance to solida:aty. Qs;. ]
sugsested by Bengtson and associates (ahd seen“through zerd order
oor:elatlons in the present study) a number of these var1abfes may have
:mportant mod1fy1ng effects 1n the model as m1ght be demonstrated through

. R L
-
a -

path. analytlc Or s1m11ar procedures

The data are less concluS1ye on the extent of 1nterrelétedness of the
: three components compr1s1ng solldarlty. That is to’ say,icontrary to F .

) Bengtson.and assoolates' axiom assoc1at10n was not related to the affectlon

and consensus d1mens1ons of“the construct ThlS observatlon however did

. not appear to have 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for the overall rellao\llty of the,

w

.S(\,ale. L . . . . . o . ‘., “» | -t«, .. L t ‘.7‘
N . : - : ' . : © \\
The data show the prlmacy ‘of mutua1 help’to the p rent child
R : b T
. relatlonshlp as observed through the flndlng that. th1s varlablj\gpcounted_

‘for oveér one—half of the variance exp1a1ned 1n the model : Bengtson'et:al.
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~ level of parents as yiewedfthrough meah,health_rating. Low&helping

They propohted that helping behavior. espeoiall

s

N

[

: . » : ' .
pointed out _the important relationship betwe helping behavior and

affection (a dimension of the solidarity meagure in the present studyL

ot the non- essehtial kKind

- 4 L

appears to be the chief indicator of affeotional solidarity thatooours

o .

;w1th1n the family._ In the case of the present,atudy, the major hqlp

)Y ' S - : .
-exchanged was more vital in nature. The relatively low levels of mutual help

observed_in this~study may have been related to a_moderate to low dependency

[ : ’ - ‘ ) ~ .

behaviors (as well as the laok of observance of a sex-Ilnkage) may also have
. & . .

occurred as a result of the high peroentage of daughters who worked. Lang

’

~and Brody (1983) found thadt middle aged daughters prov1ded significantly

~~~~~

- they c¢an based upon their financial and physical capacities to offer aid.

s .
lesp help to older mothers if they were employed

'-Thé?data'nggested a moderate lack of reciprocity in helping patterns.
Parents appeared to receive more help than they'gave. Research in general

has shown a mixed pattern of helping which_diffefs considerably according

to the type of aid being exchanged (Atchley, 1980). The 1mportanoe of

re01pr001ty to hélping patterns in the present study was suggested through
the observation that parents receiving more help, gave more help., With

--regard.to the flow of help frop the older generation, Troll (1971) reported

that most parents.give to their children as much as they can for as long as
. : 4

Amount of help exchanged was seen to be interrelated to all other
i . °

_ variables in.the model with the exception of‘educational disparity. This

0

- observation pointed out the complexity of helpingbehaviors in terms of the.

number of'situational factors "Impacting on intergenerational patterns, The
. : ’ ~ .

strong zero-order correlation with geographical proximity confirmed reports

by'Bengtson and aSsgziates of the iTportant relationship between residential

. - " . -1

3

w N

11

13/ - .
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propinquity ‘and helping behavior, i.e., the.nearer the places of residence,
PR ¢ R 8 " o |
the greater the probability that helping behavior will~qbcur.vSimilarly,

Wilkening, Gurreo, and Ginsberg (1972), following a study on the effects of,
geographical distanoe on intergenerational ties-amﬁng farm—fémilies reported'

the advérse effect of llmlted face-to-face oontaot on helplnb behav1ors.

~ . 0

Other forms of 1nteraot10n suoh as telephonlng, wrltlng, or the giving or

EY

receiving of financial aid, however, were not affected signiﬁicantly. In

the présent study the importance of cantinuing contact to helping behavior
\ Sh N . )

was observed through the f&nding that qptua{‘help increased with the

¢ .

fréquency ofvwriting and telephohing between generations, -

An important eorrelate of heiﬁgng behavior in the present study was'
parents' attitude toward their own éging, or morale;’ The observation phqt
négaéive.attitudes were associated with more helping is probably explained
tthugh the finding ihat helping increased when parents (or childrgn) weré in
poor health and the asSociated relationship between poor gealth ana negative
affeot (Larson, 1978). Helping bghavior was also more likeiy to occur when
olde; parents were in poor health, and when they held hlgh expeotatlons for
8551stépoe. Seelbaoh (1978), in examing the oorrelates of older parents'
filialAresponsibility expectations and realizations found a positive

L

correlation between parents! expec}ations for help and aotuél need.
Furthermore, he obseﬂg;d that adult children seem to increase their suppokt
in response to their parents!' incrgasihg needs, Simila;ly, Sussman and
Burchinal &1962) and Aldous and Hill (1965) pointed gut the stimulating
) ] .

effeot of health needs on helplng behav1or 0

In sum, mutual helping, as a prlmary predlotor in family solidarity,
appears to be a function of convenience to children, level of parents'

dependency, and parentalAexpectations. Helping levels between parents_and

children are generally low except in the area of transportation. This

RSV

e
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\

finding would appear to be related to relatively low dependenoy needs
C\wh

(Hgal'th) of older;parents and moderate to high transportation dependency, .

[ -

ﬁppearingly,‘also oontrihuting to this observation is the high level of -

employment faund among daughters, ' These findings implicate local o%ltunal

- <

milieu as a factor in patterns of intergenerational interaction, . s

Acceptance of'ohanged_norms for the elderly, or parents’ attitudés
v

toward their ‘own 'aging, th

second most 1mportant predictor of family
3
solidarity in the present st dy was also related to dependenoy needs, or

health, of the older parent, he meagure. primarily an indicator of morale,
“ . )

eéported as a primary correlate of health (Larson,

* 1978). - Bengtson et al, (1976) proposed that this relationship between the

(

: . att1tudes variable and family sofidarity was due in the main to the

has been consisténtly

A

consensus dlmensionlof the solidarity Eonoept. That is, if family
traditions permit the acceptance of. ohanged norms for the elderly (as
reflected in this case through parents' attitudes) by both the older and
younger generations, this factor would be positively oorrelated[with
oonsensus'solidarity (p. 256).
\
.Geographical cldseness to a child, the third most important predictor
w2 of fanily solidarity was observed to be related to two other oorrelates inA
addition to mutual behavior~(previously disohssed) The greater ‘educational
differences observed among parents and ohlldren who lived further apart
pos31bly retle(ted upafrd social mobilitylamong.the sSecond
generation. Akin to this finding was the observaeion that parents' filial
expectations were higher,for children living greater distdnces from'them{
That 1is, it is possible that parents' expeotations inoreased with their
peroeptions of ohildrens' ability to provide assistance, ;Children who lived.
farther away (possibly repreSenting'More affluence) were expected to
.13
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contribute more to olger parents' well-being. Although spatial difference

“ *

has been fougﬂ‘to affect the realization of filial expectations,y it -~

AR } -

“generally has not been observed to diminish family bonds (Troll, 1971).
- . T Co N

- N . i A N
‘}n.summary,~ results of the»Eresent study show -that the extenf’of
: 9 4 ‘ ) . _

cohesiveness between older pérents and.children as measured by. affection,

-

consensus, and association, can be predicted by a number of factors

!

previously identified as important to family Solﬁdarity (Bengtsoniet~alu

1976)./’The datégshowed family soiidérity to be best predicted by thé.améuﬁt
. of help e;o?anged between pafents ang children, followed by the extent to

whichioldef parentS have accepted thgii]oWn-agiﬁg, the distancevthgt

o = -

-children live from parents, the amount of filial expectations.that older
7 .

parénts hold, and the extent of %?cial di'sparity between generations as
y6bservéd through educational differences. The findings-illustrate the
< . . . . N ' , - . c ‘* ¢
- multiplicity of factors impacting upon helping behaviors between geherations
. e .

S

and ~reinforce the imporﬁance.og a multivaria?e approach to studiea‘of
intergénerationai relationships. ReSults‘fﬁom ﬁhe Stud{ suggest the
importaﬁéeldf éultura?\milieu such as fema}e emploxment, social disbari&y.
aﬁb occupational background to patterhs of association and affect between

generations,

.

<
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’ , ~ Table 1. Mean, Range, and Standard Deviations
. for Cohtinuops Independent Variables
. ' - and Family Selidarity
| Y ' . -
Variables (N =276) ‘* Mean =" R?hge S.D.
R - : A v 'l/ . ' ? -
Mutual help o 25.7 12-82 13.6
’@ Attitudes toward * g _ T ' *
C own aging 28.9 - 18-34 - 3.8
Geograﬁhical proximity . 4.1 S  \v o 1.4
.- Filial responsibility 9.9 . - 6<12 ° 1.2
' "Cdmmunications: ’ ' Lo N
letters & telephone . 9.8 . °©  2-18 - 3.6
h Dependency needs(Health) 5.8 - 0-9 2.2
Educational disparity 3.3 : '—8—188'_ 3.2
'Family solidarity o 1.00 —2-3 . 7
'  Note: N& 276 } - . S
e G .
- SMinus scores = parents more education than children’
o ) are ‘
. \' .
ﬁ bStandarized score.
| .
. l . -
é&-.
- D
o “ IR .
H ) *
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N . ‘X r A .
B ) ' "Table 2. - Zero-Order Correlations;Between Continuous " r
o S " Variables pgmptising_the'Fémily]Solidarity A _
e r - Prediction Equat%on ’ .
‘., o ] e ‘“’i ' , N
v > - Variables a2 3 4 .5 & - .7 8
. e R : ' .'4“._-, _ T -
“1. Attitudes ¢ o ‘ R :
. toward aging © o JOT*%¥% _ 05 -,23%¥x° _ 02 05 . =.02 7Lk
© 2. Dependenfy - - . ' . ‘ : _
needs SR ©o-J12% - 19%%% _ 00 S,08 -,000  .13%
: .'3. Educational -?\“ ) . . E '
d. . . . _ o * _ _ } - * %
isparity (. .04 ‘l.13‘ .05‘~\¢‘.07‘ .18‘

" - - . N ’ ’
. ' LI 3 . .
.

I, Mutual help o : . '///,33*** }{4** L14¥ Ly RER

5. Geographical

proximity W ~ ' ©-.05 L15¥% 3R
. o ' . ' ’ , .
6. Communication . . . o - 03 L1gk*E
7. Filial , L . L | ‘ '
. wresponsibility, Co . - - LoUuxER
‘ ,:,,','- ‘ <
~ 8. Family
solidarity
" Note: N variable according to pair wise aeietion
pc.os B . .
T : ' ' ' -
~p < .01 | ' C ' \
<001 | B o
£ . . R L .
/ ' } .
. / h . |
{ .
‘ . 4
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~ Table .3, Ana1y51s of Sources of Varlatlon in Famlly Solldarlty

' - @cores Comprlslng Regre551on .
‘ — S
Variables ,: .Step'. B * L. "Peréent ‘of charge
. .- SRR . EE
Mutual help - 1. < L80 6, TTR¥E* v J1gRER
L \.x " B . : S B .
. Attituljes toward ‘ . - . ) a
s . .own aging .2 .23 4, 06%%% N [ L L

GeographicaI; 7:f~ . . Ll .
" proximity . 3 7 AT 0 2.90%*% 0 v olkEs
Filial L | . i

responsibility & .. .14 2.43% . o o 02%%

Educati®nal _f i - ;; . ' S
‘disparity . 5 12, —2.14% ' P01 T

- '

F - r

_@';Q"»
N )

L

. Variables not in the Equation .-
; - - N R
; ' . r
Dependency need o v .
Communicatio - o s

Mother/Son vs. Mother/Daughter e ’}

. e co = T
" Father/Daughter vs. Mother/Daughter 2 - b
- Father/Son ;s. Mother/Daughter .
T T ' ‘ - ST
F = 21.57 " (5,226) R =57 Adjusted R® = .32 .
- :
Note %kN -226 o N )
R( 05' . . x
o < 01 - ’ .
R 12 N

p< .001
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